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In 1978, 150 randomly sel§cted agriculture students 
at Murray State Oniversity were surveyed to determine^their general 
J background characteristics, high school characteristffcs, Mor%^ 
' expetlences^ people and, factors influential in th-eir 'choice oT a 
college ,»ajbr, ^^^aals and ^expectations^r^nd -selected agriculture 
related attitudes. The agriculture students' similarities and 
^differences with co'unteri^rt^ at , the 1862 land grant Universities in 
the South were aj^o determined. -oVer 95 percept of Murray Statue 
agriculture students, ile^e^whitfe and one iq five was female. Muri;ay 
students were more rural with^ 58^ percent claiming farm or open 
country residence,, a * proportion ^twice as great as that*of land grant ^ 
icliools. Slightly more than. 60 percent of students in« bAth groups 
m^entioned parental influence in their . choice of career riijor. ' ' 
Ei>ahty-seyen percent of the 'Murray students cited preference for 
country life a% a feason for chocsijig the agriculture major. A higiier 
probortion of Hurray stAdei^ts (8«Hpercent) depejided on scholarsnaps . 
and student loans and grants .^s 4 Source for financial support. This 
study is avpart of *he Scuit:^ern -^fegional BesearcH' Project S-114, 
which seekjs ^to obtain a bdtte^understanding of the reasons ghy 
students select agriculture a^their^ma^jor, as welj. as the^ factors 
relating their career choices. Tabular data sum^drize the - • 
percentage responses ,df| both study groups. (DS) 



♦ Heprotfuctions supplied iiy EDb« are the best that can be made * 

* "from the crigiwA document. " ♦ 



1 



oo>- 



^1 . 



-J 



''WRMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS-BEEN GgAjvJTED BY 



\ 

\ T<yTHE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
/ INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND. 
4JSERS OF THE ERJC SYSTEM " ) 



A .PROWLE.OF AGRPeULTURE STUDENTS 
•AT MURRAY^ 'STATE UNIVERSITY 



BESi 




■ • -J 

-US OEPARTMeNTOriitALTH. * * 
EDUCfflONlWELfARE / 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ' 
EOUCATION' 

THIS OOCUMENt HAS. BEEN REPRO 
OUCEO EXAC>LY AS REclrVEO FROM^"^ 

VA^IL^Z^'V^ ^'^W 0« SpiNiONS 
n6t NECESSARiL>i REPRE- 
SENT (Jf F ICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 



A Preliminary Report on Data from Southern 
Regional l^e^eavch Project S-114* 



■ r 



if' 



CO i 



*Southern iJegionil Rese^arch Project S-114/ "Defining aad Achieving 
Life GoaJsV A process of Human Resoirrce Development/" 

This^report was prepared by K.M. George, Associate Professor, ' 
Departmertt of^Sociology and Anthr^ology^, Murray State Univey^sity. ' 



;0 [ ^ ■ '. 
ERIC 



r 

• 



t 

t 




lira! 



^ 1. General background characteristics of respondents. ' ' • . 

2. . Higj> School, background characteristics of respondents. , ' \. 

3. ^ Agricultut*^'! and non-agricultural work experiences pf. respondents. 

4. ^People deemedvJlYei^ influential" or of "some . influence" in helping 

respondent to choose his/her -college- ma jyr. , . ♦ 

. 5;.-<^f}igs'\(e.emed "very/mportaat" Or of "some importance" irT'chobsinq 
■ responcjehfs' presen'J: major. 

6. Membership in agriculture or home economics related organizations^ 
■;\ while at college. ' ^ * ' " A • 

j^7. . Position as a leader or off iAr ~in agHculture or home economics 
• related organizatlorts while in cpllefle. ^ •. ^ 

8. .-Source^ of fihds for'college education. ' . ' ' ' . 

^'9. r Educational aspirations. * ' , ' 

10. Educational expectations. ' ' 

■>li.'J Occupational expectations. 




Income expectation on respondents'" first job 
T3. • Selected attitudes of respohddnts on Women ' s\i^es . 
14. 'Selected attitudes of respondents on ecological issues. 
-15. Respondenjis' perception'about the field of -agriculture. 
J6. Respondepi«^. perception about agriculture ^^Eudents/ 



i 



. If 



/ 



A PROFILE .OF AGRICULTURE- STUDENTS 

. . .-. . J . . . ■ . . 

^ •' 7\T MURRAY STAT£ UNIVERSITY 



Introduction ■ 




Departments of argricultu-re in U.S. college^ and uni'versities 'Ijave beenj 
expe.riencing phenomenal growth' in enrollment in recent years. A matter of 
considerable interest to the administrators and the* faculty dfi-agri oil tiural 
schools,' besides the sheer increase in ^rollment, is the fact thaut -the new 

agriculture students are in 'some significant ways diffei^ent from "owri culture- 

' . » . " ' 4* ' 

students of the past."" increasingly, a much higher "jDropoiTtion ^f the new 

■ • . • . • ' ■•■ ^ " , ■ . 

.students are female and url?an-born and theV appear to be preparing themselves 

to enter into agriculturfe^related occupations rather th.an preparing themselves 

to ertter into^agriculture as a way of life. ' . • . ? r' ^ . . > 

■ ' The shift in the kind*,of students comirjg to the field- of agriculture is 



bound to have important implications not only for the schools v^here- tbqy are' 
to be trained but also for larger ilsues of manpower and food production. 
The farn) j)Of^ulatioji'in the' b.'S: has .be'en^ dec! ining steadily in nycnber sinc^ 
World War II. But our. need or obViga.tion to |>rodu(^ Larger and larger Mmitits 
of food has not been declining but increasing all, along. Therefore, the 
changes taking place in school s- of ag,n'cultu.\. are not oMy of significance ■ . 
to the sctiool itself or the state in which the school is located but they 
^are tied to the future \ft}ell-being of the nation and the world. ' 

In this changed context, it is >-;natter of theoretical and afocial policy 
relevance to know who are the new a viniculture students, what Bre their cMrac- 
teristics, and^what are their^aspirations for the future:. Further, the 



training of agriculture students in t>e U^S. .has been traditicrria)fy"a rejpoti^ 
siJbility of the land grafit coTTeges'. Howevfer, regiqnal state uniyer6iti>es and . 
private institution^ of higher education are al^o involved in provi^ipg^agri- 
cultjjre-related education to their students. • This shared responsibTTi^ of 
.'•educating agriculture students may also have implications for the kind of 

students the/two systems of instruction attract. v. ' 'i''^ " 

\ " • ' ' . •■ 

' The purpose of this paper is to repbrt in TDrctad outline the. fif^<|;Tigs..pf , 

^. ' . """'^ ■ • "^"^ 

a, study off^gricUTture students at Murray State University. This 'S^ttidy Was 
carried out as part, of a larger researdh effort by the southern ^and grant 
yinstitvjti-on's' under the tit^e "Southern Regional Research Project S-IH". 
("Defining, and Achieving Life Goals:^;A Proc^^sil5f Human Besoyrce DeveVopment^' ) . 
The major pbjgctive of- this research was to obtain a better und|ij?standing p^f 
the 'reasons Why student^ select agriculture as their major as' well ^,jto .t 
study the factors related to their career choices. This report presents the* 

results of that portion of the general survey which describe the chaVac-teristics 

' > - ^ I - * ' • ' • 

of agriculture stuaents at J^urray State University, In addition^ this report 

attemps to show some^f the similarities and differences t^etween. agriculture . 

students at Murray State University, a non-land grant regional state university, 

'and their counterparts attending tbfe 1862 land grant universities of the south*. 

^ * Data for this stody were collected during the spring and summer of 1977 - 

through a mailed questionnaire. The sample for thfe Murray St^te University 

agriculture students was drawn from a list of all students majoring in agri- 

culture during the 1977 spring semester. To ensure a reasonablev sam)61e size, 

150 students were randomly picked- from the '1 ist. The sample fo| the land. 

■ • ' f • - ' ' ^ 

i • ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ^ . ■ 

*1862 ^Land grant Colleges: Arkansas, Auburm, Clemson, Florida, Georgia, 

\ Kentucky, Louisiana^ MississiVlJi ^ NoVth CaroLina, 

\ I V Oklahoma, Tennessee^^J cna»^fl jtMAl&y<^ Tech. 

Vi rginia- 



grant insti-tutidns was drawn from similar 1 ists of agriculture students' in 
, the different universities. ; Frbm^ these lists. a fifteen percent random sample 
was drawn; Two' mail follow-uips and one dirett contact were used to irf^rove 
response rates. The overall response rate f9r agriculture students^at Murray 
Stat? University was 78 percent (N=117), a somewhat higher resporise rate than 
that for.\th^ land grant schools. The questionnaire contained a: variety of ' 
question's Velated to the students' social background, educajjona] expene/icas, 
and career Vinentations. ' ; 

In this reiDort comparisons a>e made between nhe. Mu/ray State sample afld 
.the 1862 land grant school's sample (■n=2535). The areas I) f interest covered • . 
in this report ^are: 1) general background chi>racteristics of the respoi>dent5; 
2) high school characteristtcs; S)' work experienc'es;*' 4) people deemed influ- 
ential in respondents' selection of his/her maj^or;-. 5)- things d'^emed i^portanf^ 
by the respondent '-^p choosinig his/her college major; ; 6)' goat"^ .and .expectations; 
and 7) selecteaVg>^il(ulture-r^l'ate4(^attitudes o> t|ie respo-fidegt. Results are 



General Background. Characteristigs (Table 1 ) ' ' , ■% 



An examination. of^the general characteristics of the study pof3u.lation 

shows that Murray State University agriculture students, while sharing certain 

, characteristics' with^heir counterpart? in the s^hern land grant institutions'y 

^^differ from the latter si/^nificantly^in a. number Q?>ther characteristics 

/ f • ■ ' I - i - ■ ' 

In racial compositfon and citizenship, ^Murray Steto u)iversity students. are 

very similar to th'^ -students in the larrd gt^anV school s. Over 95 percent of: 
Murray State Wn i vers ity agricuYtu re students are white, andy most air of than „; 



are citizens of the United States. The proportion of female students at Murray - 

State University is about 10 percent lower than that of the. land 'grant schools 
'Only one in five Murray State University students is a female'.' , •Addltiona.ny, 

a higher -prdp^^tion of Murray State University ^tudenfs are marrfed, a.'?most 10 
• percent more than agritulture students in the land grant uni versitis^. 

Some s ign if icao't differences exist between the two group<; of students in 

theiir residence background anej^types: of-communities" in which their parents Were 

raised. Murray Stj(^te^n i vers i ty stude'rits and their^ parents are far more rural 

■ /. ■ - ■ ■ ■ . . ' ■ 

than Iheir counterparts in the land grant universiti.es. .Farm or open country 

'Residence was claimed, by approximately 58 percent of the Murray State Univer- 

: • • ■ ■ ■ ■/ .- . > , • 

^ity studentf, a- p/oportion t^ice "as great as that of -the land granf schools. 
Equal ly|5tgnificarlt is.,the.'fa^that the number of Murray State University 

- ■ / ' <y\".- ■'. ' ■ *■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ 

students whose parent^' wi^ raised on the farm or in the open country was almost 

20 pefqeht greater than students, ih the land grant institutions. Murray State * 
. ^ / ' • - •• ■ • ■ 

lJn.ivars.ity^ students reported that.i^ell over 60 percent o'f their fathers and 

- mothers wen?' raised on a farm or in4(;he open country. Current residence of 
rents of Murray State University students ha^ remained more rural. Fifty-six 
percent of the parents of Murray S^tate University students l^ve on a farm com- 
pared with 24 perce"?it of the parents of students* attending land grant universitips 

. '■ i ■ ' 

In terms of their parents' average yearly-income^ and educational attain- 

ment, Murray .State University 'students have a significantly greater represen- 

tation at the lower ends of the scales than do their counterparts in thV stufW 

population. About 18 percent of the Murray State"^University students report , • " 

th9lr par-ents' income to be below $10,000 per year v and the range of irtcome* of 

about. ^5 percent of this group is between, $10,1)00 and $15,000 per year. ;Also, 

notewt(rthy»is the fact that 29 percehtVof the.^fathers and 17 percent of the 



. niQthers o'f Murray S^tate University students have had less than 12 years of 

• ■ • _ ^ — ■ A ■ • ■ »r-- • * ^» ' • • " .. ^ .. . ■ ■ • ^ 

schooling: . ^ . ] - , „ ^ * 

Stil] another signi,t>cant difference- be tweeri Murray State University 
s^bdents and students at the land grant universities is their political orien-. 
tatlon:*- T^he data show that Murray State Univ/er si ty students* are fsir less 
1i,kely to claim a 1 iberaT political orientation than their courrterparts^ at. 
the land gr^nt ur i vers i ties. , • N ' 

High Schofcl Background (Table 2 ) ' , • / ) ' . • • 

te Universitx^udents shared- >^ith their counterparts in the 
y land grant universities a number of cfiaracteris|H€S with respect 'tqsecondatry 
educfti^n. However, in some areas of interest/ Murray ^tate University stu-^ 
dents appear to vary fp6m ^he sti^nt#in ^he land grent schoo'l's. A much 

/•V 




higher proportion of Murray $J:ate Uniitrsity students reportfe^sl that the high 
sc-hpols from which they grgTcfyated offered Kpurses In agriculture: twice as / 



C ; 



many Munr*^y. State Univer^sity students as l£md grant school students reported 
taking thes«i^oiirses. Among the Murray State University 'students who said \ 4. 
that their decjjsion to major^ih. agriculture was Influenced by s6me course 
_ ^pfVered in high school , 86 percent sai^l It was an agriculture course- A ; . 

: low6r praportlon of land grant ^unl vers ity studentsf, were similarly 'l.nfluencecf. 

■■^ ■ ■ A • ... • ^ ' ■ ■ ' ■ ■■■ ' * • 

In general y participation rates in high schooT activities were" similar 

for Murray State University stufTents arid their counterparts^ im the,.land, grant • 

Institutions. Hpwever, in most categories of activities^ Murray State -University 

students haci ^1 si Ightly higher participation rate. The difference tJetween^ the 

•^two groups<of students is parttcuTarly noticeable in aqrjcui ture-related acti- 

* vity groups such as FFA, FHA, and ether vocationaj Wubs.^ ^ 



Wo'rk Experience (Table. 3 ) ■ : / . • 

The figures* Show that M^urraiy State. University had a significaritly 'larger 
percentage Qf students rdporti^ng work experience on a farm; however, the 'pro- 
portion of Murray State yhiversity students reporting nonfarm work experience 
• was Slightly lower than that, of the land grafit schools. ' Sever\ty-four percent 
of the. Murray state University agriculture majors stated that they (JJorked on 
their parents '"farm. A' similar number also said that they worked as. hired 
empldyees ori other farms or ranches. Fewer thah 50 percent of theSland grant 
u^versity studfilnts claimed farm work experience, eitheV on a home farm or as 
a^ hi red employee. , - \ " A; \ . . ■ f^.c 

/ ^ ■ .-.W' . ■ - ' ' ' - 

People Deemed Thipcrtamfr In Mfluencibq Ch of Major (Table 4 ) 

Parentr^were'.most influential fn- the respondents' choosing agriculture 
as their major for bblh grf^ps of^tu^eats in tNs stucli^Slightly more than 
60 percent ^f students -i1v°^K stijdy groups mentioned parents '^influence. A 
higher percentage of Murray State. University ^ however, cited the 

influence of other individuals: vocational agriculture teacher (3S percent); 
county extension agent (19 percent); college teacher^Ni^isor (44 percent); and 
former Students (28 percent). Among other persons deemed influential by 

students in this survey we<"0 v eferinarfans, college friends, hig^ school 

- ' ■ V ■ . * . * 

, teachers, and high school friends. - 

Things Deemed -Important in Choosing Major (Table 5 ) • , 

^ Tife primary r^easdn that botj^j^Murray State University students and the. 
other students in the study chose their present major was to prepare for a 



^' career. Over 90 percent of the respondents mentioned career preparation as 

" ■ - - ■ - . : 

'"very important" or" Of "some importance." the secbnd most important reason-' 



indicated by both groups of .students was "preference for country life." 



/ .J, 



Eighty-seven- pef-cent of Murray State University students, checked ■this^itVm 
whereas 77 percent of the land grant university students gave "preference 



.for country l ife" as a reason for choosing this major. • A mu'ch, fri^her* pro- - ^ 

^^r€ion of Murray State University^atudents credited tlTeir suj:Ge^sfur'exp^^^^^ 

rience- in'Aagricalt'ure as "important" or "very important" in selecting aqri- 

.r-^uTutre as theilr m^jor. Afde^sire to help others figured prominently ifi thei.r 

detision to choose agriculture as a major both.for Murrdy State Univers.ity 

and the other sttjdents. ^he promise^ of -a \oo(l incomevalsp played an important 
• " \ ' " ■. ■ ' ■ . ' * I— ^ . ' ^ 

• part in^the stifltents' choice of majcwr.^ Sixty-six percent of Murray State " 

University .students and 58 percent of ttie otiie'r students checkted "to insure 

good income" as a factor in their decision.' Other factors, such :as-3^ ' 

family thought if would be best," "had a course related to this in high school," 

•anr"had a course related to this fn college" were 1 Tested b!^. both groups of 

' students as having some, but. less, importance in their choye'of major. Fifty 
eight percent of-tffe Murray State University students and\4D per^cent'of the 
other studen^si^ the survey qonsidered a factor orVa'ctOrs„ not .listed^in 

« questionnaire as "ver^. important" in the choice of their; present major. 



ru important" in the choice of their present major. - / 
Membership i.n College Organizations (Table 6) .- 



\ An examination ot the organizatibhal membership of agriculture students 

,r l-ndicate.s that individuals in both.-stud^- populations participate in numerous 

\ • ■ ■■■ ■ " > ■■ ■ f ■ - ' 

.. college organizatipns. There is one* significant difference in participation ■ ^ 

raies: a h'ighier proportion of Murray State University students have membership 



in a^ricuTture-related orga_hizations than do Uudents from the other schools. 
Twenty-four percent of Mjir ray State ■University students .participate on judging . 
teams compared- to only IS^ercent of the other students, and 17 percent of 
■Mun>ay .State University students have membership in college 4-H, FFA, and FHA 
compared to oniy 9 percent of the students] from land grant urii versities*. 

J Sources of Funds for College Education (Table's ) ^ 

Students in the^survey reported a number of sources of funding for their 
college education. The major sources of financial n^fpport cilH by Murray 



tate University student's are their savings^ ilimmer jobs,' parents ' savings, 



and pert-time 
institutions 



do their couri 



ion 1 i 



work while in college, in-'that ordfer. Students from the other 
Indicate parents'- savings, "&uWier. jibs, their own saWngs; and 



part-time worj-k in college, in that ordef*! as the) major sources of^in^nci-al ■ 

■ ' ■ -> ■ ' ■ ■ > / ■ ' ' ■ * ' O 

support. Interestingly, a. fifgher proportion of Murray State University "st^jd'ents 

depend on scliOl,a»*ships and student 'loa^ns and grants for. their education tharu 



terparts in the other schools. ".'Forty-two percent of Murray Sta-te 



University students -list scholarships as a source of their funds. An equal 
proport^ 



st'sl^dent loans and grants as sources of their flnancia^ support 



•Por college ^^ducation. 
G oals an^ ) ^/^i rations ^ 



I 



; Educational, gpals 'are about the same, for both groups of students-in the 
study. A; slightly higher proportion of Murray '^tate University students,~wi sh 
to complete work for a master's degree th^n do students in the land gran.t . 
schools. When asked how much education tihey expec* t6 ob-tflin, the response of 



^ both /groups of students suggests^ of necessity,- have to settle 

for less than what 4:hey w'ish^^^^^t^ hayeT £ight pertent Qf the Murray State Univer- 
sity studeWts^u rveyed ejjp'ect to discontinup their 'schooling befor^ohtaining - 
a bachelor's degree, and none fexpect to earn a d0ctoVa"l degree. AMiiglier ^ 
pr^oporlion of Murray State- University students expect to complete a rWter:/s 
degree than do students from the o^^ piry-five percent of^urray 

rState. University students expect a, i^iaster's^deg 10), and 96 per(!ent 

of t)iem hope to do therr graduate-work in agricul-^ure^^ Furthermore, over' 
half of those planning on graduaii; work exp^^^ remain at ^heir present' 
university to coiTiplete their studies* ^ ^ * * / ^ \ • : . 

Farming Plans and Residential Preference {Table 11 ) , - ; 

Murray ^^^S^^^^^ foresee the possibility' 

of inheritin represent a somewhat 'higher proportiorr than their counter- 

pa^rtsvin theMand grant; ihstjtutidRS-,, About one-folir^h of the sampl£ expect ^ 
to inhen-t a farm, 'artd a slightly higher proportion fdres^ee the possibility 
of Ipheriting ohe. More significant, however, is the difference bet:ween the 
;two-group^ in their expectatio^ri^^ a farm alone in the future. The^--/^ 

percentage of Murray State University students expecting to "own, a i»rm 

: ' ■ ■ / ■. ■ \' ^ .- . 

jplone" is more ^tlian twice as great- as' thit of the land grant tfriiversity students. 

' ..^^ ■' , ■ - . ' ^ 
Seventy percent of the Murray State^Uniy^^ expec! to own a/ 

farm alone. . - 

Selected Attitudes / 

. . , ■ ] . ■ " : . \ ^ ■ 

Respondents were given seven statements on women's issues in dntler to 

V'. ■ ■ -^.^ ■ ■ ■ ' . ^ 

determine their views on that subject, The Murray State University portion of 



4 ^ 
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the sample indicated that Murray State^Un>v.ers4%' students are somewhat moile^y^ 
tradiHon^^L^n the'ir views of the roles of ^(|omen ^an are the other st;ude'nts ^ 
In the^^tudy. The agre^iment'scoi^e on whether most agrieultnral occupation^ 
are Ujjb&uited for women is 'abijut the sacne, for both gro'u' \_ i.*'^On ,thje 

• question of'wh^her women^are just as capable a^jrien a. r the'horp^T^ 
only 54 percent of Murray State University students e1(pressed 'agrlthient wi 
the^statement^ whereas the correspoTiding seore for the land grant 'university 
students was 61 percent. * 

< ■ . .- 

/ \, The ^study groups in the survey 'share -similar atfitudes concerning eco« 

. ' ' ^ ' . ( ■ ' . 

loaicaT issues. OiKly a small proportion (15 percent) of Murray State Univer- 

.■^ ■ .. ^ ■ » ^ 

sity students feel that strip mining is more impc^tant to provide energy . 
than keeping the countryside in its natural, condition. .The /ole of govern- 

ment in ecological issues is accepted by a much larger percentage of the, 

- .- ■ - ' > , . ' . . . ■ 

students in the sample (Table 14) . 

' . ■ ' :^ - ^ ' 

The respondents ' perception about the field of agriculture is a positive 

one. They believe that good career opportunities exist in agriculture and 

that agriculture is not a declining industryi They disagree that most work in 

agriculture can be done by people with very little education (Table 15). 

Finally, Murray ^^j^t^University agriculture students perceive themselves 

as more sure of what they want in^l ife t>ian their counterparts in" the land 

grant schools and all^on-agricultural students. In addition, the view that. 



agriculture students are more friendly and helpful to other people than non.- 
agricultural students is shared by 67 percent of Murray State University 
students and 55 percent of the others^n the study (Table 16). 



^ -N^Table 1 .*/fenera| background characteristics of fespoRdents' (Percentages) 



V 



1 . Sex 



, Mal e. 
• -Female 




■ ■ ■ N ' 

2. Racial/Ethnico'dentity 

Wh>te/A(iglo 

3, ; County} of Citizenship 



U$A 
Other 



4. College Classification 

Freshman // 
Sophomore 
Junior . » 
Senior 

Graduate/oth^ 

5. Marital Status 

Single ^ 
Married 
-Separated/Divorced * 

6. Place where respondent lived 
most of his/her life 

Farm/ranch 
Open countr/ 
"Small town r 
, City, 10,000-49,999^ 
Metro ■ . ; 

7. Place where respondent's ' 
father was raised 

Farm/ranch 
Open country* 
Smal 1 town ^ 
City, 10,000-49,999 
Metro , 



^ ] ./ aii \ • 

i ' I- 1862 Schools 
' .N=2533 
.-/""72.8, ^ 

94.8 

N=2526' • 



C 



N=2525 

19.8 
8.4 
13-^ 
20.9 
37.2 



N=2505 

33.4 
10.7 
19.3 
14.3 
22.3 



"State Upiversity" 

'N=U7 

80.3 ' ' 
19.7^ 

N=ii 7; 



97.4 " 


99.1 


2.6 


.9 






N=2525^ f , 


N=T17 

f 


18.2^ 


26.5 


21.5 . 


14.5" 


26. 5 


21.4 


31.5 


28.2 


2.2 


u 9.4 


N^2516 . >. 


N=116 


85.2 


73.5 


i3.5 


23.il 


'1.3 


3.4 , 



1\ 



N=117 

■42^7 
15.4 
17.1 
13.7 
Il.T 



N=117, 

55.6 
Il.t 
19.7 

9.4 

4.3 . 



^ Tc^bTe 1 . .(Continued) ^ G^neraV ba^kgroun/chanacteristias Ve(^poncl|e'nis< 



Place vhere responctent^s « 
mother .was raised • ' ' , 

*• . . . .4 . 

^ ^ Farm/rancih ^ 
. ' Open country 

^ity/ lu, 000-49, 999' ^ 
,Pletro ^ . ' ^ 



f 



r 



9. Payment's cuy*ent residence 

Farm * / 

Non-farm . * ^ ^ 

Id. Parents' farming s/ta-tiJS 



Full -time fa^^mers 
Part-time farmers 
Non-farmers 



11. Parents' average yearly income^ 



Less than $10,000 
$10,000 to $14,999 
$15,000"'to $19,999 . 
$20,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 and over 



All • 
1862 gchodls 

^ N=2487 
. ' 26.*7 . ■ 

■ . * 

29. ?r 

1-0.2 

24.6 

• 7SA> 

N= 907 

33.3 
, 48.4 
18.3 

■ N=2215 ' 
10.0 

16.4 . 
16.4 
47.8 
■ 9.4. 



12. Father's educational attainment- N=249V. 



t 

^ Less than 12 yrs. 

f* % \ High School graduate 

Post-secondary training 
College graduate 

► Graduate work 

13'. Mothrr^s educsitional attainment 

* ■. . ■ ■ ' - ■ 

Less^ than 12 yrs. - 
^ High School graduate 

Post-secondary training 
CoMege graduate 
* Graduate work 



7^^ 



12.2 
21 .4 



N=2477 

8.2 
33.2 
28.8 
21v,4 

7^6 



14. .Respondent's political orientation ^ N=2416 



Conservative 

Moderate 

Liberal 



31.5 
0.^ 




7 

^Murray 
^ State^ University 



N=115 

» 

44.3 

T6.5, ^ 

\ c. .2 * 
7.Q < 

'.N=ll'7 ' 

56.4 < *• 
43.6 

N= 73 ' 

♦ 

39.7 
42.5 
17.8 



N=107 




N=115 

29. a 
30;4 
20,0 
13j0- • 

,N=116 

17.2 
40.5 
24.1 
1 8.6 
9.5 

N=103 



t 



23.3 

55.3*^ 

21.4 



]3 



Tai)le, l. (Continued) ^.General background characteristks^of 'respondents 



15. Father'^ politi^a" orientation 



Conservative 
Moderate x 
Liberal 



16.- Mother's pol iticaV orientation 

Conservative ^ . ' 
^ ^ -Modefate ' . \ " 

Liberal 



♦Includes don't know. 



'I 



J- 



All - . 

1862 Schoo l s^ 
— — — r — • 

N=2384 ' 



Murrciy 
State University 



56.0 

•3-7.0. 
7.0 

'n=^39.7^ 

5a.6 

40.6 
8.8 . 



it 



N= 96 



.51.0 
3^.6* 

' N= 96 

39.6 
V 47.9*;, 
12.5 • 

9 



ERIC 



16. 
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Table 2. High School background character! sties of ^^^fii^.^s (Percentages). 



V 



.5. 



H'igh School GPA 
. ■ C or beloW 



All 

- 1862 Schools 

N=2535 

27.4 ^ ■ 
54.1 



Were,^agricu1tttrf courses offer- 
ed in /espondenf/s high school? 



■ ■•t> 



, Yes V_ 
' ' ^-No , J. , 

' : '^'i > . : u ' ' 

Did respondent takfe^any agri-- ' 
.culture courses ia high'school? , 

■, • * ■ • 
Yes' 

, ■ No • . • . 

Were home economics courses 
offered in resparfi*»trf 's high 
school ? . i ' 

Ye/. ' ' • 

No 

Did respondent take any home 
\ economics courses in high 
school? \ 

Yes " 
No 

Did one course in high school, 
more than any other course, in- ■ 
fluence fespondenti-s decision to 
major in agriculture or home 
economics? 

Yes 
No 

If "yes", was this course ^n 

Agriculture. 
Home Economics 
Biological Sciences 
Physical Science 
Ot]ier V - 



N=2505 

^47.6 
48.3 



^1=24931 

23.2 
•76.8 



N=2494 

90.3 
7.6 



N=2488 

17.6 
82.4 



N=2531 '•• 

23.6 
76.4 

N= 579 

36.1 

54.8 

9.1 . 



ERIC 



(continued) 



17 



Murray 
gt ate Uniyersitv 



N=116 

17.2 
60.3 



N=1,15 

66 .> 
■■ 33.9 



N=116 

45.7 
54.3 



N=114 

97.4 
2.6 



N=115 

20.0 
80.0 



• N=117 

30.8 
69.2 

N= 35 

86.1 

8.3 

s'.e 



i 
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Table 2. (Continued) High' School background characteristics of respondents 



All 

1862 Schools 



High school activities in 
\ which responcient partiri'ri 



Murray ^ . , 
State ^ni versif y 



■ ^. 


Athletic teams 

^ ) 


N=2459 


40.-^- ■ 


N=110 > • 


56 4 




Intramural s 
/^heerl eadina 


i 

N=2147 
' N=2053 


4tl ' 4 ' 

17 Q ' 


" N= 97 ^ ^ 


11 7 




Debate. Drama. Chorus ^ 
Band . . 


N=21'00 


% 

34.2 


N= 93 , 


3o:i 




Hobby clubs 


N=2067 


21 .2" 


' N= 87 ^^ 


17.2 


0 


Honorary clubs 


. N=2160- ' 


33.3 


. N= 92 " i 


7" .1 


■ V r 


Newspaper/yearbook 


N=2125 • 


20.4 


93 


20 f 4^ 




Subject matter clubs 


,N^2157 


36.7 


N= 91 ■ 


2'7.5 




Student Government 


N=2167" 


20.3 


N= 96 


17.7 


• 


4-H ' ' 


.^=2049 


12.0 


N= 89 


20.2 




FFA" 


• N=207T ' 


9.0 - 


N= 97 ; 


. 16.5 




* FHA ' 


, N=1937 


3.9 


N= 81 ' 


8.2 




Other Vocational clubs 


•N=2004 


10; 5 


N=:93 


■ 12.-9 



4 



Tat>le 3. Agriorultural ar\d non-agricultural work experiences of fespoadents (Perc^tages) 



Type It ^work-experience 

Farms or ranch wQjtMc ' ' ^ ■ 
on home farm 

Farm ^^^ranch work else- 
/ where a hired emp^Ioyee 

^yfier agricullfure-related 
-work ^ 

Home economics related, v^ork 
. as a hired employee 

Other work experiences 



,d62 School: 



N=23b3 

N=2285 

■N=2263 

N=2089 
N=2381 



47.0 

47.2 

'58.2 

5.1 
88.2 ■ 



'.. ■ r .iy 
state University . 



N=lll 



N=110 



N^llO 

■4". 

N= 99 
' N=109 



'73.9 
70.0 * 

6.1 ^ 
. 81 .7, 



Table 4., People deemed "very influenti^" nr of "some inr 
^ . Major. ■ f Percentages) 



respc 



OOSf 



'lege 



• J All 186? Schoo ls " ( 

Very Some •» Total 
Influential + Infli/ence = Jnfluencev 



Mother . . , * 




13.7 


Father' 


' N=2475 


^1.9 


, Broth# . 


H292 ( 


5.6 


^ Sist^. 


■^N=2^2i' 


2.0 


Other relative 


^ N=2426 ' 


7,.5 


High School friend 


' N=2425, 

> 


4.7 


High School counselor 


N=2419 ^ ?.6. 


y CoiJjty Extension Agent . 


•N=2410 


2.3 


Vocational. Ag. teacher 


N=2404 '■ 


6.5 


Hoiile Economics teacher 


,N52380 


0.5 

. 


' Other teacher or 
principal" 


N=2400 

1 


17 


Liege frjend 

College teacher or ? 
advisor 


,N=2422 ^ 


10.1 


N=2414' 


12:4 


Former student • ' 

' ■ ' ' ' . ■ ■ 


U=2403 


6.7,' 


■Dean or Associate Dean of 
Ag. or Home economics 


N=2396' 


3.3 



ijurfej^ i^jite University 

.Very^ Some . / total 
Influehfi^] A Influeac/ = Influen ce 



Veterinarian 
.Clergyman 



8.9 
1.0 



«.4 
65.1 



4;J2 
43,f, 
16.1 

J4.'5,^,^f5 



\ 2f.4 
20.4 
13.6 
" , ^ 7.6 
8.4 
1.9 

16.1 

24.4 

24.1 
^5,4 

<»8.6, 
12.9 



'. 28.9 
25.1 

■ 2 
' 9.9 

2.4 

2J.8 
34.5 

36.5 
22;i' 

n.9 

21.8 
. 5.8 



N12,; 15^ 



50.0 



65. 2' 



N=112 

■ ^ 


22.3 


;. :48.2' 


• 60.6 


N=102 


6.9 


■28.4- 


35;3 


fl-i05 ■ 


3:.8 

» ' : ■ 


5^.8 


27.et" 


N=108 


'5.6 


, 24.1 v 


r 


J^=108 /■'''4.6 


25.9 


30.5 






' 13.1 


■ 16.8 


N=109' 

■ V 


7.3 


11.9 


> 
>9.2 


,N08 
N=10,6 ' 


18.5 ' , 
0.0 

i 


16.7 
0.9. 


"35,2 
0.9 

i 


N=106; 


'•.3.8 ■ 


17.0 


.20.8 . 


#106 


' 6.6 , 


30.2 


36.8 


N=108 
N=106 


16.7. 

6^6 \ 


26.9 ■ 

, 1 

21.7 


43.6 
'28.3 




1.0 


5.8 ' . 


. .( 

" 6,8 


N=105 


7.6 ■ 


15.2 


22 ;8 


N05 


1.0 


2.9 

■.\ ■ ■ . , 


3;9* 



. Table.! Things, detmed, of "very iinj)0ft^nt^^''som6 importince" in choosing respondent's present ma jo^, (Percentages)' 

■ ^' . . —-^ ^ ^^^^^ 

.. ' ' ■ / ' / An-)862 Schools ' ^, ' Hurray State Unive rsity''., 

"n '?tV ■ 'Very Some.;' Tatal Very •'■ Some "Total"" ■ 

;, inin?s Deemed Imjjorta.nt , loiportant ^ Importance = Iffi|sorjance Important + Importance =. Importanje 



Scliolar5hip and/or ■ * . m • \. ) ' ^ , 

..'•.fknciat assistance- ; , 6.6/ '10.6. ' 17.2"' N05 ■ -5./ ^ ' " Ul ' * 22^ 



■ . Td^prei^^^ " • J=2430 /2.5 22.1' / V94.6 N09 ' /5.2 ' ]U • 9i' a 
/V Td help ^ers ' ■ ::s'' (^^=2403 ; 2?:i '45.3. ; 72.f .N?10a ■ 27.8'--: 39.8 . Te/ 6' ' 

• \ preference of country 

■ .. life to city life ■ ' . /J=2410 : 47.4 . '2:9.3' "76.9 ■/ N08 . • 63.o'"* ' 24J 



73.3 



Successful prior experi- ' / 

. ence in agriCHlture : . ■ -^1=23861 ?3. 3 A^25.2 , ' 48.5 " N=105 " 41.9 . 31.4 

■ Successful prior experi- 
ence in home economics An=2352' 0.7- 3.2 •. '3.9 N=103 0.0 * "',19^ 39* 

• ■ My friends were in this 

"«jor . - ^M - 2.6 13.9 / 16.7 ,N^ld4 . -if ■ 25.0 ." 28.8 




87.1 



My family thought it ; 

would be best. : • ■ N=2397 2.4 ' ':;17.6 / 20.0 ^^6 ' 2-.8 ;33.0, ' ' .35.8 
. • High school teacher or 

advisor suggested it. ^ J=2390 . 2.4 .. 9.0'- vll.4 ' . 3.7 15.0 18.7 
. College teacher or ' ' 

advisor suggested it . ,N=2377 4.7 15.2 19.9 / N=103 4'.9 . 18.4 . 23.3 v 

■ Had a courseNj[;elated to" 

■ this in high seiiool .. fl=2377 5.B , 13.4- ? 'l9.2 N-106» 17.9 17.9 ' 35.8 
'Had a course .related to * 

, this in Goll^ge " N=.2379 11.9 A' 19.5 ' 3.4 . 'n06 .13.2 • ■, 20.8 ■ 34.0. 

Chance to make better grades N=2365 2.8 13.6° 16.4 N=107 ; 5.6 ' 24.3 ^ 29.9 

It would insure a good income rai 15.1 41.?. 56.8' ' N=106 ' 20.8 45.3 ' 66.1 
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Table 6. Membership in agricu,lture or home economics related organizations 
while. at tr&llege. (Percentages) 

— . — ■ — V - : 



<^ ,; \ ♦ All ■ . • f^urray • 

\\ . • 1862 School s( State University 

pep^rtment clubs ■ .; N=2309 - 39.8 .■ . N=<)OC) ' 38.9 

Judging teams.^ , *, • ' N=^269 , . , 12.8 24.3 

Honor f»;aternities/so,iV'rit.ies N=22'55 17'.1* N=1Q1 -."^ ^.9 

College .4-H/FFA/FH^ N=2336 9.4 • -N=lbrr/ -I aIo 



] 



Student agriculture or \ " 

^'Home economjics'xouncil . ^ - . . N=E229 5:8 N= 5^9 • " '9.1 

Social fraternities/sororities N=2267 15.6 • N= 99 25:3 



essibnal societies/associations N=2267 20.3 tl=100 T j.O 



Table 7. Pc^sition as'^a leader or officer in agriculture or home economics related' 
' ■ :drganizatfcms while, in college. (Percentages) 



All " • Murrayf 

1862 Schools , . State University 



Departmental clubs 


N= 


714 


. 33 


.3'/ 


N= 


34 


47.1 


Judging teams ' 


N= 


217 


50 


.7.:; 


N= 


18 


. 38.9 


Honors fraternities/sororities 




"284 


22, 




N= 


8_' 


' 25.0 


College 4-H/FFA/FHaA * 


N= 


156 


55., 


.1. 




17\ 


82.4 


Student agriculture or . . 














. 


Home eCondmics council '. ' ' . 


N= 


100 


40 . 


,6 


N= 




66.7 


Social fraternities/ sororities i 


N= 


291 


61, 


9 


N= 


24 


. 75. or* 


Professional so'ciet-i^s/aftsociations 


V N=344'- 


v26. 


2 \ 


N= 


14 


57.1 



..Table 8. Sources of fundssfor college education (Percentages)- 



All / Murray 
186^ Schools - State Univers Uy 



<lholarsh"ips ' N=2331 26.7 

..Studertf loans or grajits^. N=2318 ' 24.§"" 

. . , : / , » ■ ' ■ - 

WT savings ' . ••N=2370 75.5 

♦Part-time work whil'e.at colle'^e ' N=2356 ' 54.7 

• : ■ . . ^ v. ■ ■ • ■■ • ^ ' 

.PArents" • N=2412 84:5 

Veterans benefits ' • , N=2298. 8.0 

Spouse , \ '* *\ ■ N=2288 10.6 

Dther relative or frierrds ' '^•Nr=229"l 9.9 

• / ^ ' \ . ■ ' ■ - ^ ■ ■■ ■"■ ■ ■ , ■ ' ■ - ■ 

Summer job ' . . • . ' N=2373 ^78.2 * 

Other N=1369 13.4 V 




fable 9. EducatiorSl aspirations (Percentages) 



All Murray* 
1862 Schools ■ State tin t vers ity 



1, Educational goal * ■ " , N=2448 



N=115 



Quit schooT before * 

bachelor's degree 2.5 - . ' 4^4 

Complete work for a . . ** ^ - 

'.bachelor's degree-, . ' ^-'^ - ^2.8 



^ ; , Complete program foV • \ - , 

•a master's- degree / - - '27.2 " ' ^ 35 1 

- ^ / ' . 

Professipnctl degree ^ 21.2. ' 21.1- 

Complete program, for y» . ^ • v ■ 

a doctgral degree ^ " 17.4 ^ 16.7 

• ^ ■ . . 

For those expecting to do . < 
graduate work 

: Percent expecting to N=1260\ , N= if 

remafn in an /agriculture 
. or home economfcs related 

• concentratich 82*5 , v '96.1^ 

' /- Percent -expecting to -re- N^1227> ^ ' N= 74 

..main /it their present 
: . Ufiiversit^y — ^ 57.7 ' 51 .4 * 



ERIC 
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Table TO. Educational expectations (fercentages) 



Quit school before 
bachelor's degree 

Complete work for , 
a bachelor ' s degree . 

Compl ete program for 
a master's degree 

Professional degree 

Complete program for 
a doctoral degree 



All 

1862 Schools 
Nt2443 



2.9 ' 



57.1 

21 .7 
13.3 

5,0 



Murray f' 
State University 

N=113 



8.0 

43.4 

35.4 
13.3 

0.0 



ERIC 
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Table 11. Farijiing^p1< ns and' residenti^ preferegce (Percentages) 



Expectation of inheriting 
a farm or ranch 

- Definitely, expect to^ 

Some possibil ity of it 

Definitely won't . 

^' Alrea^ inherited one 

•Expectation of owning^ a 
faroi or ranch 

Yes, own. alone • 

Yes, own with othert 

No ' . / 

Residential preference 
' Far^iti/ralich* ^ : 
Open^fitirftry ■ ^ ^ A 
Snjsill town (unJer^4 "j;^.^.: / 

City, .10,000-49,999 
Metro V 



Al 1 / 
1862 Schools 



N=24?2 

15.9 

31 .5 

51.8 
. 0.. 7 

N=2472 
29.4 
• 17.9 . 
.52.7 ^ 

-N=24g(7 \ 
37.9 



^Mi/rray 
State Univers i jtj^ 



N=115 
.24.3 
33,9 
40.9 • 

N=n2 

70.5 
13.4 
16.1, ^ 

N=115 



-:2b . 1 f:\-:y^/^.. '* > ^ ' :, 1 •] . 3 V 1 • ^ 

15.5 r'v.\if:. ,^5 .'2 



\ 
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Table T2. Income expectation on respondents' first job "(Percentages) ) 
«' 

... t|? 

» • , "I I Murray 

^, 1862 Schools ^ State University 

^ • . N=2384 . N=m 

Under $10,000 . * 36.7 38.8 

$10,000 - 14,999 51.7 ' 50.4 

$15,0^0 - 19^999, ; 7.6 6.3 

$20,000 and over -4.0 5 4 



f 
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Table 13. Selected attitudes of^espondents on Women's Issues. (Percent "stroflgl) agreeing" or "agreeing".) ■ 



,1 



A 1] 1862 Sch ools Mum) St^ateJJni ' 

V : Tola] ' 'Strongly ' Total 
A3ree_ + A^ree = Ag rm t • ..A3ree__ + A^ee = Agreement 



■ , % _ ^^''onsV .. ^ TolaJ ' 'Strongly ' Total 



1. Women in college are more concerned 

with getting a husband than with' ^ ^ " " ■ ' ' 

' preparing for a career. ■« wmi ^ 2.9 17.3 20.2 2,6 ria.g 

2. IH hijsbadd and wife should ■ j 



in& mmm m wire snouid ^ ■ y ^ 
equal partners in, the marriage. ' N-2498 53.4 36,8- ,^0,2 ; N^]]5\ 51,3 \ 



16. -5 

« 

.33;9' 85.2 



3. U is alright for'a woman to wdrk > ' ^ . • 
but her'real fulfillment in life 

• -ponies with motherhood. • ^=248^ IO.7 22.9 33.6 N15 16.5 

4. A woman, who does the same work as 

a man should receive the same pay. N=2502 ' 59.6 35.9 95.5 N 15 , 50.4 45.2 

k. I would feel uncomfortable if my . ^ ^ 



31.3 47.8 



95.5 



^ supervisor at work were a woman. - \m2 '5.6 ' 12.0 '17.5 N=115 ' ?.2 ]3o 18 2 

6. Womenjlh capable of performing 

', , 4?<^.l as Eie,fi at work Outside , ' ■ - ' ■ 

: .-thehOme. ' • ,^^=24^8 • ^?a.4 37.6 ^ 61.0 ' N=1 14 21 .9 31.6 ' 53.5 

7. , 'It's'alrfght for women to work " y . 
.full -time .even though their • > ' ^ ' 

children-are in school. n=2499 ,12.2 37.7 •'49.9 N=115 II.3 ' 34.8 . 46.'l 

8?. flost agricultural otcupations / '' . : • ' . 

are unsuited, for women. ^ ' n=2500 3:4. , 20.1 • 23.5 " N415 ■ 5.2 \2U' / 2^.\ 

9. .Women shot/ld work full-time 

.• only, be/ore they have children. ;\ N=249tf. 6;i 15.6^ 25.7; N^114, 8.8 ' 15.8' 24.6 



Table.l4. Selected' altitudes of respondents on ecological issues.. (Percent. "strongly agreeing" or "agreeing.") 



1. The government should be able to 
force fariiiers to. adopt soil con- 
servation practices if they have 
erosion, problems, 

2. Greater regulation is needed on 
the use of chemicals in agricul- 
ture. ' 

■■ ■ ■ ■. ' 

3. Economic progress that results 
■ in^e'destruction of places 

of nitural beauty needs to be ^ 
•stopped. 

4. , Strip mining coal to provide 
energy for our country is more 
important than l(eeping the 
countryside in its natural • 
condition. 



All 1862 Schools 



Total 

* -'^g^l^e + Agree = Agreement 



Murray State ilniversi.ty " 

Strongly Total 
Agree + A^ree = Agreement 



¥im ' 15.0' 33.3 48.3 



20.6 



N=2480 , 2.1 ' 12,3 



^=115 17.4 



J^2490 35.3 .39.2. 74.5 



.?9.6 47.0.-. 



36.4 57.0. ' H=115 17.4 40.0 57.4 



32.5 36.0 68:5 



H.4 N15 ' 4.3 11.3 



15.6 



Table 15. ■ Respondents' i3erCGption about the field of agriculture (Percentages). 



1. There are good, career opportunities 
in Agriculture. 



AllJj62j£hools 

Strongly Total 
■ Agree + A^ree = Agreement, 



Nijrr ay St^a te^Un i versi ty 

Strongly, Total 
iaree f Ag_re_e = Agreement 



=2497 40.4 46.5i ' 86,9 M^-114 ,46.5 M4.7 



91.2 



2, . 'Most work in agriculture can be 
clone by people with little 
education. 

3/Agricult(ire is a declining' 
industry. 



N=2496 



=2497 



1.2 11.7 ,13.9 N15 



2.6 



9.6 12.2 



3.0 5.1 8.1 J=115 , ' 3.5 ; 3.-5' • 7.0 




1 

■ I 



.14- 



■ / 



£r!c 
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Table 16. Respondents^* perception about agriculture students (Pereentage^sJ 



. All i' Murray 

• 1 862 Schools State Universi ty 

1. AgrTcuUure students are sure ' N=2435 \ N=n4 

^ . ^of what they want to do in , 

' life ' ' ; • ^ , 

, 'More than non-ag. students - 42.5^ ^ 55.8^ 

Sam? as non-ag. students 55.0 '43.4 

Less than non-ag. students 2.5 0.9 ^ 

^2. Agriculture students are 

interested in competing for . 

high g^ades N=2438 . * N=lll 

More th?in non-ag. students 7.1 ^ ^ 6.2 

Same as non-ag. students 73.8 71.9 

-ess than non-ag. students 19.2 ^ 21.9 

-3. Agriculture studenjts are * ' • 
Interested in classical music 

and good literature , , N=2418 - N=114 

• • • - ■ ' ' ■ ^ ■ ■ ■ . '• ' 

/ ^i^^^® t^^^n non-ag. students 2.9 ' 3.5 

Same as non-ag. students 46.9 42.1 

Less thain non-ag. students ^ 50.2 " ^ o 54.4 

/ 4. Agriculture students are . ' ' 
friendly and'^^elp-ful to' ^ . . 

other people N=2431 N=--113 



More than non-ag. students 55.0 67.3 

Same as non-ag. students 43.2 31 .0 

Less than non-ag. students 1.8 .1-7 

Agriculture students are 
willing to accept new and 

unusal Ideas N=2420 - N=113 



More than nori-ag. students 16.0 ^\ - 2*4.8 

Same as non-ag- students 66.7 , ; 62^.8 ^ 

Less than non-ag. students 17.3 12.4. 
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Table IS.v (Continued) Respondents' perception about agricuUuriS students (Percentages) 



6. Agriculture students are 
interested in making a lot 
bf money 

More than non-ag. students 

Same as noti-ag. students 

Less than non-ag. student's 

7. AgricifUure students are' . 
tolerant of people who 

-come from a different ^ 
background 

More than non-ag. students 

Scfnie as non-ag. students 

Less than non-ag/ students 

8. Agriculture students are \ i 
seriously concerned about 

the, state of the nation and ^ 
' of the world 

More than non-ag. students 

Same as non-ag. students 

. - Less than non-ag. students 

?. Agriculture students are 
interested in having a 
good tijne at col^lege 

More than non-ag. students 

* 

Same as gon-ag. students 

Less than jion-ag. students 



All 

1862 Schools 



N=2432 

5.7 
69.7 . 
,24.6 



N=2432 
19.8 
5? ,2 
21.0 



N=2440 
29.1 
62.1 
fs^.8 

N=2i)32 
10.'^ 
81.6 
7.5 



Murray 
State University 



N=112 
10.7 
77,7 
11.6 



N=113 
25.7 
56.6 
17.7 ' 

,N=114 
34.2 
56. ,1. 
9.7 

N=114 

8.8; 
85.1 
6.1 
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